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Agenda
Item Agenda Item In the hands of Time

Welcome Coffee 9:15 - 9:30

1. Follow-up from the last meeting and feedback on the website Mike Kerr 9.30 – 10.00

2. Business Update Dave Robson 10.00-10.20

3. BSLRP Update
Matthew 

McDermott
10.20 – 10.50

4 Use of standards vs internal development of guidance
Jenni Tipler
Jennifer Critchley

10:50-11:10

5
Open Forum: Risk Discussion:
Risk 1 - Alignment of design standards with building life & changes in loading from 

climate change 

Mike Kerr
11.10-12.00

Agenda



AgendaItem Agenda Item In the hands of Time

Risk 2 - Climate Change and making our Building Code climate change ready Mike Kerr

Lunch 12.00 – 12.30

5.

Open Forum: Risk Discussion:

Risk 3 – Tiny home compliance pathways
Risk 4 – Independent Qualified Person’s not being able to identify Performance 

Standards 
Risk 5 - Review of the Building Code

Mike Kerr 12.30 - 2.00

6. Open Forum: General issues Mike Kerr 2.00 - 2.20

7. Next Steps Mike Kerr 2.20 - 2.30 

8. Close Mike Kerr 2.30

Agenda



1. Follow-up from the last meeting & website 
feedback



2. Business Update



2. Business Update

• November Bi-annual Building Code Update

• Liquefied prone ground

• Steel framing

• Climate Change 

• Adaptation

• Mitigation

• June 2020 Bi-annual update

• E1 - Rainfall intensity update for surface water

• E1 - New Acceptable Solution for surface water drainage systems

• E3 – Overflow updates and web-membrane solutions

• C – Updates to include provisions for façade testing



3. Building System Legislative Reform 
Programme Update



4. Use of standards vs internal document 
development



Purpose of this discussion is to:

• Highlight the issues

• Decide if any action is required

• Give direction for future decisions

Issue highlighted by: 

• Standards Development Programme

• Consideration of control of risk settings in Standards e.g. NZS 1170.0 
building importance levels



What sort of risk settings are currently in Standards?



What are the options?
NZ Standard MBIE Guidance MBIE Developed AS/VM

Process • Anyone can commission

• Voluntary Industry committee

• ISO compliant development 
process

• 1+ years to develop

• MBIE commissions

• Paid experts + MBIE resources

• Internal MBIE QA processes only

• Weeks/months to develop

• MBIE commissions

• Paid experts + MBIE resources

• Internal MBIE QA processes only

• Months/years to develop

Content • Technical

e.g. applied research and data

• Policy

e.g. risk setting, safety, 
performance

• Combine policy and technical 
issues.

Ownership • Paid for by Industry

• Decisions by consensus of 
Industry Committee

• Paid for by MBIE

• Decisions by MBIE

• Paid for by MBIE

• Decisions by MBIE



Standards NZ Options…

• Technical Specification

• Handbook

• Publicly available specification 

• Technical report

Other document options…

• External documents e.g. BRANZ reports, overseas Standards, Codes of Practice, ISO 
Standards

→ Drafting not via committee

→ Don’t require full consensus

→ Industry led

→ Faster turnaround

→ Less robust/independent than Standard

What are the options?



How do the options relate to compliance?

MBIE GuidanceMBIE developed 
AS/VM

NZ Standards

Cited NZ 
Standards!!!



How do the options relate to compliance?



Acceptable 
Solution
“must be accepted”

Verification 
Method
“may be verified”

NOT a Compliance 
RouteCompliance Route

Alternative Solution
“need to show reasonable 
grounds”

S175 Guidance

Un-cited Standard

“Other” Standards docs

Industry information
e.g. Code of Practice, 
research reports, 
specifications etc.

Cited Standard 
or other info

MBIE 
Developed 
Solutions

May refer to…

Multiproof
Codemark

Determinations

How do the options support compliance?



What documents are cited by MBIE?



What does the Act say about Guidance?



What are the issues to consider?

• MBIE does not currently have a formal policy on:

o The process to be followed when drafting AS/VM’s

o Quality Assurance of information to be cited

• What are your key concerns with regard to; 

o the process for preparing AS/VM’s?

o the decision to cite documents?

• Will industry be willing to relinquish some control over compliance solutions in 
return for a faster process and more certainty?



5. Open Forum: Risk Submissions



Risk 1 - Alignment of design standards with building life & 
changes in loading from climate change 

Proposed by Stephen Jenkins. Association for Consulting and Engineering professionals NZ



Can we afford the economic loss when climate change makes parts of 
our infrastructure and property uninsurable?



Cause of loss



Number of weather related losses.  
Many of these losses could be engineered out



Can we afford to absorb these losses forever?



Significant losses in our region



Better engineering standards are a positive 
adaptive measure.



Risk 2: Climate Change and making our Building Code 
climate change ready 

Proposed by MBIE



Building Code settings that adapt to Climate Change

Discussion catalyst

BSP sees opportunities to reduce 
carbon emissions within the 
construction sector but 
acknowledge there will be cost 
implications to building owners 
now do it, with mixed short and 
long term benefits. 

BSP are interested to know what 
are some of the risks and 
opportunities of taking a climate 
change ready approach to setting 
Building Code performance.

Areas of where the Building Code could be made Climate Change ready

Building envelope insulation relating to max energy use to condition spaces

Internal environment performance metrics, such as min and max temperatures

Increasing the scope of buildings required to be energy efficient

Introducing Passive building design solutions

Tools for calculating Heating and Ventilation and Cooling

Lighting efficiency targets

Hot water efficiency targets

Building material embodied carbon targets

Introducing construction limits for greenhouse gas emission

Adopting whole of life building energy and resilience indexes

Construction and demolition waste targets



Risk 3: Tiny home compliance pathways

Proposed by BCA



Risk 4: Independent Qualified Person’s not being able to identify 
Performance Standards.
Specified Systems Performance Standards  - Acceptable Solutions 

Proposed by BCA



IANZ ADVICE  October 2019

• Compliance Schedule Handbook is not current

• Cannot advise why still available yet not to be used

• Acceptable Solutions not to be cited as Performance Standards

• Example given of F8 Performance requirements used as PS’s

• All objections answered by deference to MBIE

• “IANZ issue the directive of MBIE” – when asked why no update

• “GNC’s are issued throughout NZ for non compliance”

• “Western Bays issue perfect CS’s and others should follow”  

• There was absolutely no negotiation on this advice



BCA’s gauged for response
Is this a consistent message?

• No it is not a consistent message

• Western Bays CS’s cited Acceptable Solutions 

• Feedback varied and confused

• No one spoken to was aware that the CSH was no longer guidance

• Some stated the Technical Expert was simply wrong

• Some received GNC’s for AS’s cited as PS’s but variations



What are the risks?

• Applicants nominate means of compliance. BCA’s verify

• Rejection of applications with no reasonable basis or explanation

• Disseminating confused message to stakeholders

• Incorrect PS’s cited as a result of advice by TE’s

• There is no Performance standard for F8 other than AS/1

• Contradicts section 103 of the Act
‘….the inspection, maintenance, and reporting procedures of the compliance schedule may be    

identified-

(b) by reference to –(i)  a prescribed acceptable solution ……verification method…or’

(i) an acceptable solution or verification method issued under …’ 



Acceptable Solution F8/AS1

This Acceptable Solution describes one way of meeting the 
requirements of NZBC Clause F8 for the design and provision of 
signage in and around buildings. Included are safety signs, exit signs, 
fire related safety feature signs, hazard signs, and signs for access  and 
facilities for people with disabilities. 



Contradicting Advice 

I can confirm the following guidance I gave you in our conversation this morning:

Just quoting the relevant Acceptable Solution will suffice as a performance standard, however it is 
necessary to state the version/amendment date and the sections of the document that apply. Some 
councils have actually inserted the relevant sections from the various Acceptable Solutions into the 
compliance schedule, so that in years to come there is no need for the reader to refer to any other 
document.

Before a BCA issues a CCC, it must satisfy itself on reasonable grounds that the building work (including 
specified systems) has been completed is in accordance with the building consent. This may include a 
compliance schedule/BWoF officer accompanying the inspector at the final inspection or the supply of a 
written professional opinion or PS4 from the appropriate party. 

• Gary Higham

• SENIOR ADVISOR, BUILDING SYSTEM ASSURANCE TEAM



Is there a bigger issue?

• How does MBIE assure itself:

• That IANZ advice is correct and consistent

• That Technical experts competency is current

• Are regular competency assessments required of TE’s?

• Is there a QA system for above that BCA’s can have confidence in?

• IANZ apply interpretation of legislation that changes BCA behaviour

• BCA’s behaviour is then applied across the entire industry

• Regulation guidance checklists help with consistency 

• Regulation checklists are not an IANZ QA system 

• Should a formal online feedback be available to help? 



Risk 5: Review of the Building Code

Proposed by BOINZ



6. Open Forum: General Issues



• Next meeting will be on Friday 21st February, 2020 at MBIE.

• 2020 meetings will run from 9.30 – 3.30

• Questions

7. Next Steps



Thank You 


